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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to tine preliminary amendment filed on 
2/22/2005. 

2. Claims 1-19 have been cancelled. 

3. Claims 20-40 have been added. 

4. Claims 20-40 are pending. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

5. The information disclosure statements (IDS) filed on 2/22/2005 complies with the 
provisions of M.P.E.P. 609. The examiner has considered it. 

Drawings 

6. The drawings were received on 2/22/2005. These drawings are acceptable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claim 28 recites the limitation "the process quantities" in claim 20. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 40 recites the limitation "the effected overall optimization" in claim 38. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Application/Control Number: 10/524,950 
Art Unit: 2121 



Pages 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 20-24, 26, 30, and 38-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 20030120528 to Kruk at al. (hereinafter "Kruk"), in view of US 
6708155 to Honarvar et al. (hereinafter "Honarvar"). 

As per claim 20, Kruk substantially discloses: 

- at least an optimization entity for influencing at least a process parameter 
(Kruk, [0120]), where "which products and/or services to purchase from which 
suppliers" is the optimization entity as claimed. 

- at least a monitoring entity for monitoring entity for monitoring the process 
parameter {Kruk, [0009]); 

- at least an evaluation entity for determining an optimization of ttie process 
parameter, wherein the optimization is effected by the optimization entity 
(Kruk, [0120] and [0181]). 

Kruk is silent regarding automatically determining an optimization. However, 
Honarvar in an analogous art discloses automatically determining an optimization 
(Honarvar, abstract and col. 10 line 22-25). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the device 
of Kruk. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to improve the performance of the strategy (Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

As per claim 21, the rejection of claim 22 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses the process parameter which must be optimized, and which is 
influenced by the optimization entity (Kruk, [0120]), where "the total cost associated 
with a procurement process" is the process parameter as claimed, is assigned an 
evaluation entity such that the optimization which is effected on the process 
parameter by the optimization entity can be determined by the evaluation entity 
(Kruk, [0181]), in real time (Kruk, [0134]), online (Kruk, [0075] and [0097]). 

As per claim 22, the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses the evaluation entity has at least one evaluation module for determining 
an optimization of a corresponding process parameter, wherein the optimization 
is effected by a specific optimization entity (Kruk, [0120], [0180] and [0181]), where 
"which products and/or services to purchase from which suppliers" is the specific 
optimization entity as claimed. 

Honarvar further discloses automatically determining an optimization 
(Honarvar, abstract and col. 10 line 22-25). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the device 
of Kruk. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to improve the performance of the strategy (Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

As per claim 23, the rejection of claim 22 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses the evaluation module is used for determining a cost saving which is 
effected in relation to a relevant process parameter (Kruk, [01 20], [01 80] and 
[0181]). 

Honarvar further discloses automatically (Honarvar, abstract and col. 10 line 22- 

25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the device 
of Kruk. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to improve the performance of the strategy (Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

As per claim 24, the rejection of claim 22 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses evaluation modules in an evaluation entity which is assigned to a 
process parameter {Kruk, [0120], [0180] and [0181]). Optimization entities which 
influence the process parameter concerned (Kruk, [01 20]). number of modules is 
dependent on the number of entity {Kruk, [0042]), where "scanning module 
50.... Optical character recognition module 54 is operable..." inherently shows that the 



Application/Control Number: 10/524,950 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2121 

number of modules is dependent on the number of entity, because while one module is 
assigned to just one entity, there has to be more modules if there are a number of 
different entity. 

As per claim 26, the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses all evaluation entities are connected to an overall evaluation entity, 
such that the effected overall optimization of all process parameters can be 
determined by the overall evaluation entity (Kruk, [01 78], Fig. 1 5 element 602, 
[0192], and [0195]). 

Honarvar further discloses overall optimization of all process parameters 
(Honarvar, col. 5 line 11-14 and col. 5 line 61-62). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the device 
of Kruk. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to improve the performance of the strategy (Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

As per claim 30, the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses a display entity for visualizing the effected optimization of the process 
parameter or for visualizing the effected overall optimization of all process 
parameters (Kruk, [0178], Fig. 15 element 602, [0191], [0192], and [0195]). 
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Claims 38-39 are method claims corresponding to the device claims 20-21 
respectively and therefore are rejected under the same reasons set forth in rejections of 
claims 20-21 . 

1 1 . Claims 25 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US 20030120528 to Kruk et al. (hereinafter "Kruk"), in view of US 6708155 to 
Honarvar et al. (hereinafter "Honarvar"), further in view of US 6004579 to Bathurst et al. 
(hereinafter "Bathurst"). 

As per claim 25, the rejection of claim 22 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses evaluation module proved optimization values as output values (Kruk, 
[0180], [0181], Fig. 15, [0192], and [0^95\). allowing recording of the optimization 
which is effected for relevant process parameter by each optimization entity 

(Kruk, Fig. 15, [0192], and [0195]). 

Honarvar further discloses time-related value (Honarvar, col. 6 lines 48-54). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the device 
of Kruk. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to improve the performance of the strategy (Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

Neither Kruk nor Honarvar but Bathurst in an analogous art discloses absolute 
optimization value (Bathurst, col. 15 line 37-40). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Bathurst into the 
combination of devices of Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to achieve the absolute 
optimization (Bathurst, col. 15 line 37-40). 

As per claim 40, the rejection of claim 38 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses the effected optimization of all process parameters is determined 
online and/or in real time (Kruk, [0178], Fig. 15 element 602, [0192], [0194], and 
[0195]). 

Honarvar further discloses overall optimization of all process parameters 
(Honarvar, col. 5 line 11-14 and col. 5 line 61-62), time-related value (Honarvar, col. 6 
lines 48-54). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the device 
of Kruk. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to improve the performance of the strategy (Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

Neither Kruk nor Honarvar but Bathurst in an analogous art discloses absolute 
qi/anWy (Bathurst, col. 15 line 37-40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Bathurst into the 
combination of devices of Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
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because one of the ordinary sl<ill in tlie art would want to achieve the absolute 
optimization (Bathurst, col. 15 line 37-40). 

12. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
20030120528 to Kruk et al. (hereinafter "Kruk"), in view of US 6708155 to Honarvar et 
al. (hereinafter "Honarvar"), further in view of US 20010017023 to Armington et al. 
(hereinafter "Armington). 

As per claim 27, the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, neither Kruk nor 
Honarvar but Armington in an analogous art discloses at least one time 
normalization entity is provided for normalizing time quantities (Armington, 
[0145]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Armington into the 
combination of devices of Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to achieve the absolute 
optimization (Bathurst, col. 15 line 37-40). 

1 3. Claim 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over US 
20030120528 to Kruk et al. (hereinafter "Kruk"), in view of US 6708155 to Honarvar et 
al. (hereinafter "Honarvar"), further in view of US 5402519 to Inoue et al. (hereinafter 
"Inoue"). 
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As per claim 28, the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses process quantities which are used by all entities (Kruk, [01 78], Fig. 1 5 
element 602, [0192], and [0195]). 

Neither Kruk nor Honarvar but Inoue in an analogous art discloses at least one 
process-quantity normalization entity is provided for normalizing (Inoue, col. 26 
lines 61-62). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Inoue into the 
combination of devices of Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to provide a system for learning 
or recalling optimized objects for learning/recalling (Inoue, col. 4 lines 10-12). 

As per claim 29, the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated, Inoue further 
discloses the process-quantity normalization entity is used for normalizing 
variables or parameters (Inoue, col. 26 line 12-13 and col. 26 line 61-68). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 

the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Inoue into the 
combination of devices of Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to provide a system for learning 
or recalling optimized objects for learning/recalling (Inoue, col. 4 lines 10-12). 
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14. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
20030120528 to Kruk et al. (hereinafter "Kruk"), in view of US 6708155 to Honarvar et 
al. (hereinafter "Honarvar"), further in view of US 20030061225 to Bowman et al. 
(hereinafter "Bowman"). 

As per claim 31, the rejection of claim 30 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses the display entity depicts the effected optimization of each individual 
process parameter online or in real time (Kruk, [0178], Fig. 15 element 602, [0191], 
[0192], [0194] and [0195]); display simultaneously {Kruk, Fig. 15), where the savings 
for supplier A, supplier B, division A, etc. are displayed simultaneously; dynamic (Kruk, 
[0134]), where "real-time" inherently shows dynamic. 

Honarvar further discloses overall optimization of all process parameters 
(Honarvar, col. 5 line 11-14 and col. 5 line 61-62). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the device 
of Kruk. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to improve the performance of the strategy (Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

Neither Kruk nor Honarvar but Bowman in an analogous art discloses spider 
diagram (Bowman, Fig. 69 and [0374]), where the "radar plot" is the spider diagram as 
claimed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Bowman into the 
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combination of devices of Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to provide a diagram where the 
user can change the order of the layers by selecting an item in the legend (Bowman, 
[0374]). 

1 5. Claim 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Own Admission (hereinafter "AOA"), in view of US 20030120528 to Kruk 
(hereinafter "Kruk"), further in view of US 6708155 to Honarvar et al. (hereinafter 
"Honarvar"). 

As per claim 32, AOA substantially discloses: 

- An MES (manufacturing execution system) device, wherein the MES device 
is connected between an enterprise and production planning system and a 

monitoring and control system (AOA, Background of the invention [0003]). 
AOA is silent regarding: 

- for optimizing processes 

- at least an optimization entity for influencing at least a process parameter 

- at least a monitoring entity for monitoring entity for monitoring the process 
parameter 

- at least an evaluation entity for determining an optimization of the process 
parameter, wherein the optimization is effected by the optimization entity 

However, Kruk in an analogous art discloses: 
- for optimizing processes (Kruk, [0120]); 
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- at least an optimization entity for influencing at least a process parameter 
(Kruk, [0120]), where "which products and/or services to purchase from which 
suppliers" is the optimization entity as claimed. 

- at least a monitoring entity for monitoring entity for monitoring the process 
parameter {Kruk, [0009]); 

- at least an evaluation entity for determining an optimization of the process 
parameter, wherein the optimization is effected by the optimization entity 
(Kruk, [0120] and [0181]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Kruk into the device of 
AOA. The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art 
would want to reduce expenses while generating revenue growth (Kruk, [0003]). 

Neither AOA nor Kruk but Honarvar in an analogous art discloses automatically 
determining an optimization (Honarvar, abstract and col. 10 line 22-25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the 
combination of devices of AOA and Kruk. The modification would be obvious because 
one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to improve the performance of the strategy 
(Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

As per claim 33, the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, AOA further 
discloses the enterprise and production planning system is an ERP (enterprise 
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resource planning) device, and wherein the monitoring and control system is a 
PLT (process instrumentation and control) device (AOA, Background of the 
invention [0003]). 

16. Claim 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Own Admission (Inereinafter "AOA"), in view of US 20030120528 to Kruk 
(hereinafter "Kruk"), in view of US 6708155 to Honarvar et al. (hereinafter "Honarvar"), 
further in view of US 20030088456 to Ernest et al. (hereinafter "Ernest"). 

As per claim 34, the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, AOA further 
discloses monitoring and control system (AOA, [0003]). Kruk further discloses 
process parameter must be optimized (Kruk, [01 20]), process parameter is 
influenced by one or more optimization entities (Kruk, [01 20]), is assigned an 
evaluation entity such that the optimization which is effected on the relevant 
process parameter by the corresponding optimization entities can be determined 
by the evaluation entity (Kruk, [0181]), a value which is achieved by the relevant 
optimization entity can be determined online or in real time (Kruk, [01 81 ], [01 92], 
and [0194]). 

None of AOA, Kruk, or Honarvar but Ernest in an analogous art discloses ROt 
(return of Investment) (Ernest, [0010]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ernest into the 



Application/Control Number: 10/524,950 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2121 

combination of devices of AOA, Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to make much more accurate 
determinations of return on investment (Ernest, [0010]). 

As per claim 35, the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, Kruk further 
discloses the evaluation entity has at least one evaluation module for determining 
an value of a respective process parameter, said value is being achieved by a 
respective optimization entity {Kruk, [0120], [0180] and [0181]), where "which 
products and/or services to purchase from which suppliers" is the respective 
optimization entity as claimed. 

Honarvar further discloses automatically determining an (Honarvar, abstract 
and col. 10 line 22-25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the 
combination of devices of AOA and Kruk. The modification would be obvious because 
one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to improve the performance of the strategy 
(Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

None of AOA, Kruk, or Honarvar but Ernest in an analogous art discloses ROI 
(return of investment) (Ernest, [0010]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ernest into the 
combination of devices of AOA, Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
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because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to make much more accurate 
determinations of return on investment (Ernest, [0010]). 

As per claim 36, the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, AO A further 

discloses MES device (AOA, Background of the invention [0003]). Kruk further 
discloses all evaluation entities are connected to an overall evaluation entity, such 
that the effected overall optimization of all process parameters can be determined 
by the overall evaluation entity {Kruk, [0178], Fig. 15 element 602, [0192], and 
[0195]), can be determined online or in real time (Kruk, [0181], [0192], and [0194]). 

Honarvar further discloses overall optimization of all process parameters 
(Honarvar, col. 5 line 11-14 and col. 5 line 61-62); overall value of the (Honarvar, col. 5 
line 11-14 and col. 5 line 61-62). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Honarvar into the 
combination of devices of AOA and Kruk. The modification would be obvious because 
one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to improve the performance of the strategy 
(Honarvar, col. 19 line 16-17). 

None of AOA, Kruk, or Honarvar but Ernest in an analogous art discloses ROI 
(return of investment) (Ernest, [0010]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ernest into the 
combination of devices of AOA, Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
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because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to make much more accurate 
determinations of return on investment (Ernest, [0010]). 

17. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Own Admission (hereinafter "AOA"), in view of US 20030120528 to Kruk 
(hereinafter "Kruk"), in view of US 6708155 to Honarvar et al. (hereinafter "Honarvar"), 
in view of US 20030088456 to Ernest et al. (hereinafter "Ernest"), further in view of US 
20030061225 to Bowman et al. (hereinafter "Bowman"). 

As per claim 37, the rejection of claim 32 is incorporated, AOA further 
discloses the MES device (AOA, Background of the invention [0003]). Kruk further 
discloses the display entity displays the values which have been achieved by the 
relevant optimization entities (Kruk, [0178], Fig. 15 element 602, [0191], [0192], 
[0194] and [0195]); display simultaneously {Kruk, Fig. 15), where the savings for 
supplier A, supplier B, division A, etc. are displayed simultaneously; dynamic (Kruk, 
[0134]), where "real-time" inherently shows dynamic. 

Honarvar further discloses overall value of the (Honarvar, col. 5 line 11-14 and 
col. 5 line 61-62). 

None of AOA, Kruk, or Honarvar but Ernest in an analogous art discloses ROI 
(return of investment) (Ernest, [0010]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ernest into the 
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combination of devices of AOA, Kruk and Honarvar. The modification would be obvious 
because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to make much more accurate 
determinations of return on investment (Ernest, [0010]). 

None of AOA, Kruk, Honarvar, or Ernest but Bowman in an analogous art 
discloses spider diagram (Bowman, Fig. 69 and [0374]), where the "radar plot" is the 
spider diagram as claimed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Bowman into the 
combination of devices of AOA, Kruk, Honarvar, and Ernest. The modification would be 
obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art would want to provide a diagram 
where the user can change the order of the layers by selecting an item in the legend 
(Bowman, [0374]). 

Conclusion 

18. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See form 892. 

1 9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON LIN whose telephone number is (571)270-3175. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m., EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert DeCady can be reached on (571)272-3819. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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